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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1 - 10 are presented for examination 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on August 04, 2006 and 
May 02, 2007 was received. The submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 
CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being considered by the 
examiner. 

Specification 

2. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: 

"units of processing" in claims 1 , 2, 5, 7, and 10 is not sufficiently supported in 
the specification. 

"a processing-unit-by-processing-unit basis" in claim 6 is not sufficiently 
supported in the specification. 

Prior Art Rejections 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
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were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 4-7, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Oikawa et al. U.S. Patent 6,459,292 (herein Oikawa), in view of 
"GNU Emacs 19 Manual" by Richard M. Stallman (herein Stallman). 

6. Regarding claim 1 , Oikawa teaches: a semiconductor device test apparatus 
(abstract): a test processor which applies a test signal to a semiconductor device under 
test and obtains information about a defective memory cell from a response signal 
(figure 1, element 20); and a repair analysis computing unit which performs repair 
analysis of the defective memory cell information to determine a way to repair the 
defective memory cell (figure 1 , element 50 - 5F); wherein the repair analysis 
computing unit comprises: memory repair analysis means for performing repair analysis 
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of the defective memory cell information in accordance with a memory repair analysis 
program and determining assignment of a spare line to the defective memory cell 
(column 6, lines 32-43); 

Oikawa does not teach: a user function means for inserting a user function based 
on a user-specified user analysis program between desired units of processing of the 
memory repair analysis program to make a change to data processed by the memory 
repair analysis program. 

Stallman teaches: a user function means for inserting a user function based on a 
user-specified user analysis program between desired units of processing of the 
memory repair analysis program to make a change to data processed by the memory 
repair analysis program (section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 1 - 3). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: a test processor and repair analysis 
computing unit with memory repair analysis means, with the teaching of Stallman: a 
user function means, for the purpose of allowing the user to customize behavior of the 
mode of the memory repair analysis program (section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 3, lines 
1 -2). 

7. Regarding claim 2, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent claim, 
claim 1 . Oikawa does not teach: memory repair analysis public function means which 
inserts the user function between desired units of processing of the memory repair 
analysis program through the intervention of a memory repair analysis public function. 
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Stallman teaches: memory repair analysis public function means which inserts 
the user function between desired units of processing of the memory repair analysis 
program through the intervention of a memory repair analysis public function (section 
30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 1 - 3). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: as cited above, with the teaching of 
Stallman: a memory repair analysis public function means, for the purpose of allowing 
the user to customize behavior of the mode of the memory repair analysis program 
(section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 3, lines 1 - 2). 

8. Regarding claim 4, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent claim, 
claim 1 . Oikawa additionally teaches: a fail memory which stores the defective memory 
cell information provided from the test processor (figure 1 , element 60 - 6F; column 6, 
lines 12 - 14); a memory repair analysis program storage section which stores the 
memory repair analysis program (figure 1, element 41 - 44); a user analysis program 
storage section which stores the user analysis program; and an analysis control part 
which controls execution of the memory repair analysis program and execution of the 
user analysis program (figure 1 , element 20); and the analysis control part and the 
memory repair analysis program storage section constitute the memory repair analysis 
means and the analysis control part and the user analysis program storage section 
constitute the user function means (figure 1). 
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9. Regarding claim 5, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent claim, 
claim 5. Oikawa additionally teaches: a repair condition file storage section which 
stores a plurality of repair condition files, each defining a repair condition for each type 
of semiconductor device (column 8, lines 28 - 36, 52 - 56); the user analysis program 
storage section stores as the user analysis program a plurality of sets of user functions 
defined correspondingly to the plurality of repair condition files (figure 1 , element 10); 
and the analysis control part selects a set of user functions on the basis of a repair 
condition file that matches the type of the semiconductor device under test and (column 
8, lines 52 - 56). Oikawa does not teach: inserting the set of user functions between 
units of processing of the memory repair analysis program. 

Stallman teaches: inserting the set of user functions between units of processing 
of the memory repair analysis program (section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 1 - 3). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: as cited above, with the teaching of 
Stallman: inserting the set of user functions, for the purpose of allowing the user to 
customize behavior of the mode of the memory repair analysis program (section 30.2.3 
Hooks, paragraph 3, lines 1 - 2). 

10. Regarding claim 6, Oikawa teaches: a semiconductor device test method 
(abstract) (a) performing a function test on a memory of a semiconductor device under 
test to obtain information about a defective memory cell (abstract); (b) performing 
memory repair analysis of the defective memory cell information on a processing-unit- 



Application/Control Number: 10/588,636 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2112 

by-processing-unit basis to determine assignment of a spare line to the defective 
memory cell (column 6, lines 32 - 43); and using function based on a user-defined 
defective memory cell repair condition to make a change to data processed by the 
memory repair analysis program (column 8, lines 52 - 56). Oikawa does not teach: 
inserting a user function between desired processing units. 

Stallman teaches: inserting a user function between desired processing units 
(section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 1 - 3). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: performing a function test on a memory 
and performing memory repair analysis, as cited above, with the teaching of Stallman: 
inserting a user function, for the purpose of allowing the user to customize behavior of 
the mode of the memory repair analysis (section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 3, lines 1 - 2). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 7, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent claim, 
claim 6. Oikawa does not teach: inserting the user function between units of processing 
of the memory repair analysis program through the intervention of a memory repair 
analysis public function. 

Stallman teaches: inserting the user function between units of processing of the 
memory repair analysis program through the intervention of a memory repair analysis 
public function (section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 1 -3). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: as cited above, with the teaching of 
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Stallman: a public function, for the purpose of allowing the user to customize behavior of 
the mode of the memory repair analysis (section 30.2.3 Hooks, paragraph 3, lines 1 - 2). 

12. Regarding claim 9, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent claim, 
claim 6. Oikawa additionally teaches: performing line fail repair processing and 
performing bit repair processing (column 6, lines 32 - 43). Oikawa does not teach: 
making a change to the result of the line fail repair processing through the user function 
after the step of performing the line fail repair processing and the step of making a 
change to the result of the bit repair processing through the user function after the step 
of performing the bit repair processing. 

Stallman teaches: making a change to the result of the line fail repair processing 
through the user function after the step of performing the line fail repair processing and 
the step of making a change to the result of the bit repair processing through the user 
function after the step of performing the bit repair processing (section 30.2.3 Hooks, 
paragraph 1 - 3). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: performing line fail repair processing and 
performing bit repair processing, as cited above, with the teaching of Stallman: the user 
function inserted between program steps, for the purpose of allowing the user to 
customize behavior of the mode of the memory repair analysis (section 30.2.3 Hooks, 
paragraph 3, lines 1 - 2). 
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13. Regarding claim 10, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent 
claim, claim 6. Oikawa additionally teaches: selecting a set of functions that 
corresponds to the type of the semiconductor device under test from among a plurality 
of sets of user functions provided correspondingly to a plurality of repair conditions 
predetermined for the types of semiconductor devices and inserting the set of user 
functions between units of processing of the memory repair analysis program (column 
8, lines 28-36, 52-56). 

14. Claims 3 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Oikawa and Stallman, in view of Reese, U.S. Patent 6,370,516 (herein Reese). 

15. Regarding claim 3, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent claim, 
claim 2. Oikawa does not teach: memory repair analysis public function having a data 
check function portion which checks data set by the user function to determine whether 
the data is proper. 

Reese teaches: having a data check function portion which checks data set by 
the user function to determine whether the data is proper (claim 1 8). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: as cited above, and the teaching of 
Reese: a data check function, for the purpose of maintaining proper operation of 
software. A data check function is a well known technique and the combination would 
yield predictable results. 
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16. Regarding claim 8, Oikawa and Stallman teach the limitations of the parent claim, 
claim 7. Oikawa does not teach: executing a data check function which checks data set 
by the user function to determine whether the data is proper. 

Reese teaches: executing a data check function which checks data set by the 
user function to determine whether the data is proper (claim 18). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Oikawa: as cited above, and the teaching of 
Reese: a data check function, for the purpose of maintaining proper operation of 
software. A data check function is a well known technique and the combination would 
yield predictable results. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL F. MCMAHON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3232. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8am-5pm(EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jacques Louis-Jacques can be reached on (571)272-6962. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/JACQUES H LOUIS-JACQUES/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2100 
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